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What Are (Conferences? 


‘What are conferences, more or less? We have hundreds of them, some 
popular, some expert, some professional. Are the meetings of the bar assocta- 
tions, medical societies, scientific groups, farmers and labor leaders, publicists 
and political scientists, economists, educators, bankers, of any particular value 
except as they contribute something to the support of railroads and hotels? 
The answer ts that they are an invaluable part of our mechanism of soctal 
progress. They help to bring us to agreements on better standards. We have 
scores of thousands of people working in special ways for the public good. 
Exchange of ideas with their fellow-workers not only helps them in their own 
work, but creates those fraternal bonds of intellectual sympathy, and of 
enthusiasm for common ideals, that are among the genuine rewards of those 
who are living the ‘good life,’ and the useful life.”’ 


—ALBERT SHAW, a prominent publicist, 


reprinted from State Government, 
December, 1932. 
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Admission Problems 


By ALFRED L. BARTLETT* 
Chairman of the California Committee of Bar Examiners 


The system now in vogue was established when the Committee of 
Bar Examiners was created in 1919, with only the slight improvements 
which experience has dictated from year to year. The first and most 
important duty is that of the preparation of questions. These questions 
should be such that, no matter in what jurisdiction the applicant has 
studied, so long as it is one which has the common law of England as the 
basis of its system of jurisprudence, if well prepared, he should be able 
to pass. Just enough questions are asked regarding the Code of Civil 
Procedure to ensure that the applicant is familiar with code pleading 
and our methods of procedure. Results show that this aim has been 
attained, and that graduates of Yale, Oxford, Virginia and Notre Dame 
have no more difficulty with our examinations than do well-prepared 
students from Southern California, Hastings, Southwestern or the San 
Francisco College of Law. 

A meeting of the Committee is held and the number of questions to 
be asked on each subject is allocated, as, for instance, four on contracts, 
three on equity, and so on. Those who are to do the initial work of pre- 
paring the questions are then decided upon. To those who are interested 
in what schools these people received their education, I might state that 
those who did this initial work for the February examination were three 
in number—one from Stanford, one from the San Francisco Evening Law 
School and one from Harvard. These three, then, prepare proposed 
questions, usually about double in number to those which will be asked, 
and send them—together with a brief on the questions of law involved—to 
each member of the Committee. These are sent to the members of the 
Committee weeks before the examination is to be given, so that there will 
be adequate time for study and consideration by the members of the 
Committee themselves. Each member of the Committee then goes over 
these questions and returns them with his comments and suggestions. 
After this another meeting of the entire Committee is held, at which ques- 
tions are selected for the examination. At this meeting some questions 
are entirely rewritten, other and different questions are prepared. Some 
questions are rejected in toto and others modified, with the result that the 
questions finally propounded to the applicant represent the collective judg- 
ment of ten men. 

With the aid of the competent research assistant, furnished us by 





*Excerpts from an address delivered at the annual meeting of The State Bar of 
California, September 29, 1932. Mr. Bartlett is also a member of the executive committee 
of The National Conference of Bar Examiners. 
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the Board of Governors, and also that of the Executive Secretary of the 
State Bar, whose help has been invaluable, we have made an intensive 
study of all the examinations given by the various bar examiners of the 
different states. From this study we have gained many helpful sugges- 
tions and made constant improvements, with a result of which we are 
proud. Of the twenty-three law schools of this state, one alone has had 
any criticism to offer of the questions asked. I have been gratified by 
the letters of commendation I have received from the deans of law schools 
of this and other states in regard to this branch of our work. Our ques- 
tions have been used as models by the committees of other states. 

In this connection we had one rather amusing experience. The com- 
mittee of another state asked us to send them a complete set of our 
questions. We did so, and imagine our surprise to find that they had 
given the same questions to their applicants, without the change of a word. 
But this was not enough. When it came time for them to correct the 
papers, they wrote and requested would not we please send the answers. 

We welcome any constructive criticism of these questions. Some 
states, after an examination is had, refuse to give out any copies of the 
questions or permit them to be examined. We do not. Anyone interested 
is welcome to examine them to his heart’s content. 

These questions are then printed in book form, which books are 
handed to the applicant at the time of examination. This is a set which 
each applicant receives. On the cover is printed these words, among others: 

“Mere conclusions receive little credit. Support your conclu- 
sions with reasons showing the principles of law involved and 
how they apply to the particular case.” 

As each applicant for examination enters the room in which he is 
to take the examination, he is given a number. When he turns in his 
paper it is given a number corresponding with the number given the 
applicant. From then until after the marks are finally given out the 
applicant loses his identity. He is only a number. Neither those who 
grade his papers, nor the members of the Committee, nor anyone else, 
know who he is, or whether or not he attended a law school, what one he 
did attend, or anything about him. We are not interested in his person- 
ality or his school, but only in conducting the examination and in seeing 
that his-papers are graded properly and fairly. 

Now comes the actual work of reading and grading the papers. For 
the purpose of doing this work, seventeen practicing lawyers have been 
carefully selected to work under the personal supervision of a sub-com- 
mittee of three members of the Committee of Bar Examiners. Mr. John 
H. Riordan is chairman of this sub-committee. Among these seventeen 
readers are the graduates of ten different law schools, and no more than 
three of the seventeen are graduates of any one school. 
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There are no set or model answers to the questions. Each reader 
prepares an independent analysis of each question assigned to him. A 
conference between each individual reader and members of the Committee 
is then held. The reader’s analysis is compared with the Committee’s 
analysis and suggestions made. It is impressed upon these readers that it 
is not so much the correctness of the final answer to a particular question 
that should determine the grade given. The supreme courts of different 
states might disagree on that. The real criterion is whether or not he 
recognized the legal problems involved in the question, whether or not 
he correctly stated the fundamental principles of law, and whether or not 
his reasoning from those principles was logical. 


No more than three questions are assigned to each reader, as each 
reader marks the answers of all the applicants, both those from the north 
and those from the south, to the particular questions assigned to him. 
The reason for this is obvious. No system devised can keep out the human 
equation. If the marker of one particular set of questions gives better 
grades than another reader might do, then each man who took the exam- 
ination should have his paper marked by the same reader. That is the 
only way uniformity can be secured, and of course, it is the only fair way. 


After the reader has marked several books these books are gone over 
by members of the Committee at another conference with the readers, in 
order to make certain that instructions are being carried out and that a 
correct system of grading is being employed. 


Finally, we now come to the time when all the papers have been 
graded. Seventy per cent is the passing mark. Those papers which have 
received that mark are set aside. No further consideration is given to 
them. They have passed. At the February examination—and the same 
procedure will be followed at this one, in order to make sure that no de- 
serving application should fail—a committee of three, to review and 
regrade all papers which had received a grade within a few points of 70 
per cent, was appointed. Those papers which received 70 per cent in this 
review were marked passed. 


Now, for the first time since the applicant entered the examination 
room, numbers and names are connected up. Then for the first time the 
members of the Committee, any of its employees, or any of the readers, 
or the Committee of Review, know who has passed or who has failed. 

To those who fear that the examination given may be too academic 
in its nature, or not practical enough, it may be interesting to note that 
out of thirty men who had anything to do with this examination, twenty- 
nine were lawyers actually engaged in the active practice of law. 

Let me assure you that a membership on the Committee of Bar 
Examiners is no sinecure. The only reward the member can expect for 
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the time and work donated is the self-satisfaction that he has at least tried 
to accomplish something for his profession. 

The subject of admission on motion from other states has been one 
of serious concern to the Committee of Bar Examiners. Sixteen hundred 
and fifty-six were admitted by this means from 1920 to 1930. This is 
almost one-third of the number admitted by examination. This is a 
problem in no states but California and Nevada. In other states the 
number admitted by this method is negligible. Many of them permit no 
admission on motion. Even the District of Columbia does not approach 
California in this respect. The trouble was that the Committee of Bar 
Examiners had no discretion, if a person had practiced three years out of 
the last seven in the state from which he was moving, and had a good 
moral character. They could not examine into his legal learning or quali- 
fications. Here was the Committee of Bar Examiners placed in the posi- 
tion of requiring high standards of learning and giving searching exam- 
inations to boys from their own state, on one hand, and, on the other, 
moving the admission of men with little or no learning from certain 
southern and western states which had either no standards at all or much 
lower standards. That, of course, was not fair either to our own students 
or to the public. Neither was there any adequate opportunity to check 
up on the character of such applicants. One man was admitted on motion 
who came here almost directly from Fort Leavenworth, where he had been 
incarcerated for violating the National Banking Act, and yet he had 
letters of recommendation from judges of the courts of his state. Others, 
it was found, who arrived with letters from judges and bar associations, 
had escaped disbarment in the state of their origin only on their promise 
to leave the state and practice in California. In police court parlance 
they had been given a “floater.” Some of these were admitted. The first 
one mentioned immediately organized a bank, which engaged in certain 
irregular practices and failed. It is true that motions were made and 
granted to revoke their certificates of admission on the grounds of fraud. 
But in the meantime harm had been done. 

Now, I am pleased to announce, all this can be changed. By a statute 
passed at the last session of the Legislature and a rule of the Supreme 
Court which went into effect September 1st we can remedy all this. The 
new rules permit us to examine these applicants on California procedure 
and California constitutional and statutory law. Such an examination 
will be given. Also, the rules provide that the applicant shall pay the 
State Bar a fee of $100 and register three months before filing his appli- 
cation. This gives us the time and the money to make a genuine investi- 
gation in the state from which the applicant comes. Therefore, if, in the 
future, those admitted from other states are unfit, the responsibility will 
be that of this Committee. We gladly accept that responsibility. 
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Bar Examiner Portraits 
Wilbur F. Denious 


Chairman, The Law Committee, Colorado Board of Bar Examiners 


No list of the prominent citizens of the city 
of Denver would be complete without the name of 
Wilbur F. Denious, the chairman of The Law 
Committee of the Colorado Board of Bar Examin- 
ers. For years he has been a leader in community 
enterprises of every sort. As a director of the 
Denver Chamber of Commerce and at one time 
vice president, he has taken an important part in 
community chest activities. He is also a trustee 
of Denver University and at the present time is 
chairman of the R. F. C. Relief Committee for 
Colorado. 


Mr. Denious was born in Mogadore, Ohio, 
received his A. B. from Baker University in 1898, 
and an LL.B. cum laude, from the University of Denver in 1902. From 
1905 to 1921 he was a member of the firm of Dayton and Denious, and 
since 1921 he has practiced alone, having among his clientele some of the 
largest corporations in Colorado. His oldest son, Dayton, is now in his 
office. 





For many years Mr. Denious has been active in local, state and na- 
tional bar association work. He served as president of the Denver Bar 
Association from 1921 to 1923 and during his term of office it was 
completely reorganized and given new life. 


One of his principal interests for years has been his college fraternity, 
Kappa Sigma. He was a national officer of that organization from 1908 
to 1915 and was national president from 1915 to 1919. He says it keeps 
him young, and he evidently believes it as he has only missed one national 
convention since 1902. He is also a member of Phi Delta Phi, a thirty- 
second degree Mason, a Shriner, and a member of three or four clubs in 
Denver. His activity on the bar examining board covers a period of some 
ten years and he is its second chairman. 


A keen intelligence and most genial personality combine to make 
Mr. Denious an ideal chairman. The board members always meet in 
Denver, and one of the pleasant features of their sessions is the excellent 
dinner which Mr. Denious provides at his home as a prelude to an informal 
discussion of bar admission problems or examinations. 
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A Study of Ohio Bar Examinations 


By MALCOLM K. BENADUM 
Research Assistant, The Institute of Law, Johns Hopkins University 


This article, following up the one entitled “California Studies the 
Repeater Problem” (The Bar Examiner, November, 1932), will first be so 
bold as to say that Ohio has solved the repeater problem. It has solved 
the problem by passing the repeater, true not without a few setbacks but 
eventually. 


This is a survey of two phases of a study of Ohio bar examinations 
conducted under the supervision of The Institute of Law of The Johns 
Hopkins University for the Judicial Council of Ohio. Members of The 
National Conference of Bar Examiners who attended the second annual 
meeting at Washington will remember that the data which are presented 
here were discussed at the round tables of that convention by Dean Arant, 
of the College of Law of Ohio State University, and by the writer. 


Admissions to the bar in Ohio are completely under the authority and 
supervision of the Supreme Court, subject to some general requirements 
prescribed by the Legislature. The Supreme Court by Rule XIV sets the 
requirements and outlines the procedure for admission. The actual exam- 
ination is conducted by a Bar Examining Committee composed of ten 
lawyers appointed by the Supreme Court. Two new members are 
appointed each year as the two oldest members retire. The period of 
appointment is five years. The examination consists of one hundred 
questions of the essay type divided as evenly as possible between eighteen 
different subjects. Each of nine examiners is assigned two different 
subjects at each examination for which he draws up the questions and 
grades the answers. Each of the one hundred questions is of equal weight 
and each counts ten points. A grade of seventy-five per cent in the whole 
examination is required for passing. The Clerk of the Supreme Court 
tabulates the grades, keeps all the records and performs all the other 
clerical work in connection with examinations and admission to the bar. 
In a survey to be published in The Bar Examiner at an early date some 
phases of the Ohio study relating to examiners and grading will be dis- 
cussed. 

The subject of this discussion is the applicant; first, with reference to 
what effect his formal education has upon his success at passing the bar 
examination, and second, what happens to him if he is not successful on 
his first attempt. 

The Ohio study covers a period of twelve examinations, the first being 
the examination of June, 1926, and the last the January examination of 
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1932. That period is believed to be of sufficient length to give a fairly 
good idea of what happens. Figures which will not be presented here 
show that the average formal education of the applicants was practically 
the same from examination to examination during the period and the 
quality of the legal education taught in the law schools can not have varied 
to a very great extent over so short a time. 

The Supreme Court rules regulating the amount of education re- 
quired were not changed so as to affect but a few of those taking an ex- 
amination during the period of the study. Only a high school pre-legal 
education was required of all except some taking the last two examinations. 
All persons are required to register with the Clerk of the Supreme Court 
when taking up the study of law with the intention of being admitted to 
the bar. To be registered before the 15th of October, 1926, registrants 
were required to show only a high school education. In 1926, the rules 
were amended so that those registering after the 15th of October were 
required to show at least one year of college education, and those register- 
ing after the 15th of October, 1927, were required to show at least two 
years of college education. Applicants attending day law schools were not 
affected by the rule because most of the day law schools had for some time 
required at least two years of college education for admission. But most 
of the part-time law schools had not until the passage of this rule required 
more than a high school education for admission. All students registering 
for the study of law in 1926 were registered before the 15th of October 
because the schools always start a few weeks before that time. Therefore, 
the rule requiring one year of college education did not go into effect 
practically until the fall of 1927. The period of residence in the part-time 
law school is four years so those beginning the study of law in the fall of 
1927 were not eligible to take an examination before June, 1931, and 
similarly the two-year rule was not effective until the June examination 
of 1932. Even though the one-year rule was in effect for the last two 
examinations of the study, it did not have much effect on the average 
education of the applicants as compared with other years because many 
of the applicants defeated the rule by registering before October 15th, 
1926, and many registered under the old rules had not completed their 
legal education in the minimum time allowed. 


In order to make a comparison of the value of the different types of 
legal education with reference to success in the bar examinations, all the 
applicants taking their first examination during the period were divided 
into five classes: one class being made of those who attended a full-time 
law school for the required period of three years, another class of those 
who attended a part-time law school for the required four years, and 
another class being those who studied in a law office. The figures show 
that most of the applicants followed a regular course of study and were 
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found in one of the above mentioned classes. (Table 2.) For those who 
did not complete their whole education within the same class it was 
necessary to make a separate class. It was found that many applicants 
attended a full-time law school for the first year or two and then changed 
to a part-time law school. There was also quite a large number who first 
attended either a day or part-time school and then finished their education 
in a law office. The reason for these changes may be due either to finan- 
cial difficulties or to the fact that the applicant failed in one of the schools 
and changed to another which would admit him to continue his study. 
Another class was made up of those who had been admitted to the bar of 
another state before taking the Ohio examination. Aside from determining 
the number of applicants in this class, the figures are not very significant 
because the number is not large enough to make an accurate statistical 
comparison with the other classes. In a study such as this, which com- 
pares the results of different types of legal training, this last group of 
applicants should better be classed by type of training. 

This survey shows only the figures comparing the above five classes 
but in a report to be published by The Johns Hopkins University other 
comparisons will be made. Facts are available which will show whether 
or not applicants having a college education have a better chance of pass- 
ing the bar examination than those who were graduated from high school 
only. Other comparisons will be made between applicants receiving their 
education in Ohio law schools and those from schools out of the state. 
Some difference may be shown here because Ohio schools probably put 
more emphasis on Ohio law. There is no doubt that the examiners grade 
the answers to questions solely upon Ohio law. It would also be inter- 
esting to determine whether applicants from association schools fare 
better on the examinations than those from non-association schools. 

A total of 4,175 different persons took their first examination during 
the period of twelve examinations from June, 1926, to January, 1932. Of 
that number 1,696 received their education in a full-time day law school, 
1,778 in a part-time law school, 167 studied wholly in a law office, 470 
mixed up their period of study in any of the different combinations of the 
above three classes and 64 had been admitted to the bar of another state 
before applying for admission by examination in Ohio. (Table 2.) In Ohio 
there are four full-time day law schools and twelve part-time or night 
schools. It is significant to note that even though there are three times 
as many night law schools as there are day schools the number of ap- 
plicants from the part-time schools is only a little greater than those from 
the full-time schools. Without checking over the figures to verify the 
statement, it is probably accurate to say that a large number of the day 
school applicants came from schools located out of the state, while prac- 
tically all of the applicants from part-time schools came from night 


102 


re 


“PORES 


Tr fs:dolininess seminaries cane 


schools located within the state of Ohio. Quite a large number of Ohio 
lawyers have been educated at Michigan, Harvard and other of the large 
schools of the country. There has been much agitation in Ohio to abolish 
the right to study law in a law office. The fact that 167 applicants 
studied wholly in a law office and many of the 470 in the combination 
class spent part of their time in a law office shows that such a move would 
affect a considerable number of applicants. 


In order to rate the applicants by their grades in the bar examinations 
and to make a comparison of the ratings of the applicants comprising the 
five different classes the range of grades in each examination was divided 
into four parts. Chart 1 shows the range in grades for each fourth of the 
applicants taking each of the twelve examinations. The most common 
criticism of the Ohio bar examination is that the percentage of applicants 
passed from year to year varies greatly. Table 5 shows that the extremes 
in the number passed varies from 88‘ in December, 1926, to 41‘% in 
June, 1931. To make a better contrast the records show that 73‘ were 
passed in July, 1930, while only 41% were passed the next year. It 
appears to be quite unlikely that the applicants who took the latter exam- 
ination were so much more poorly prepared than those who took the 
examination the year before. The only explanation that can be advanced is 
that the examiners prepared much harder questions or graded much more 
strictly in some examinations than in others. For these reasons the range 
of grades‘in each respective fourth will necessarily vary greatly from 
examination to examination. For example: The range of grades received 
by the fourth of applicants who received the highest grades in July, 1930, 
ran from 82.6 to 95 while the range for the same group in June, 1931, 
ran from 77 to a high grade of 87. Many of the applicants in the third 
highest fourth of the former examination received a better grade than 
those who were in the highest fourth a year later. However, since it is 
believed that the average education of the applicants from year to year 
is about the same, a rating in the corresponding fourth of any examination 
should reflect about the same degree of efficiency regardless of the grade 
received. Table 2 shows the distribution of applicants by type of training 
into the four grade groups by grade in the first examination. The totals 
for each fourth indicate that the first timers receive better grades than 
the repeaters because the fourths were determined from the grades re- 
ceived by all the applicants taking each examination. 


The applicants in full-time and part-time classes are the two groups 
which are most accurately comparable because the number of applicants 
in each is more nearly equal and sufficiently large to show a general trend. 
The day schools have a much better rating by success in the bar examina- 
tion than the night schools or any of the other classes. More than one- 
third of the applicants from the day schools received grades which put 
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them in the highest fourth while only a little more than a fifth of the night 
school students received the same rating. Table 3 shows the comparative 
success of the different classes even more strikingly; 82% of the day 
law school students passed on their first examination as compared with 
about 66% of the night law school students. If the system of rating is a 
true index of grades and if the grade received on the bar examination 
is a true index of the legal ability of the applicant, the figures shown in 
Tables 2 and 3 indicate that, on the average, students who attend a full- 
time day law school for their full period of study are better prepared than 
those who study under any other system. One explanation for the differ- 
ence between day and night law schools may be that most of the day law 
school students had attended at least two years in college while many of 
the night law school students had only a high school education. 

In Ohio an applicant for admission to the bar is permitted five chances 
to pass the examination. Examinations are given every six months and 
an applicant who fails is permitted to take the next examination after 
each failure. The condition upon which the next consecutive examination 
is taken is that the applicant certify that he has studied law from the time 
he was notified of the failure to the time of the next examination. This 
amounts to about four months of study. If he does not take the next 
consecutive examination, he must certify that he has studied at least six 
months in order to be re-examined. The fee for the first examination is 
fifteen dollars. Repeaters are required to pay an additional fee of ten 
dollars for each repeat examination. Until 1932, when it was decided that 
no exceptions should be made to the rules, the Supreme Court had in some 
instances granted special permission to take a sixth or even a seventh 
examination. One exceptional case was found in which the applicant 
after having failed five times had been permitted to register again for 
another full period of law study and was thereby permitted to take another 
series of five examinations. 

There is much criticism in Ohio when the percentage failing is as 
large as that in the June examination of 1931, but, when a comparison 
is made with the other states which examine a comparable number, it 
appears that the passing average is high in Ohio. With such a large 
number passing each examination, it would be expected that those who 
do fail would have a good chance of passing on a repeat examination. The 
very interesting statistics gathered by Mr. Philip J. Wickser indicate that 
less than four per cent of the applicants are eliminated by the bar exam- 
inations in the State of New York. Figures presented here show that even 
a smaller percentage is eliminated by the Ohio examinations. 

The study of repeaters begins with the June examination of 1926 and 
covers a period of twelve examinations in six years. Those applicants 
failing their first examination in June, 1926, had had eleven chances to 
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take a repeat examination up to and including the January examination, 
1932—the last examination studied. Of the total of 568 taking their first 
examination in June, 1926, only twelve had not passed by January, 1932. 
Of the 568, 481 or 84% passed on the first examination. Of the 87 who 
failed, 72 passed on their second examination, two on the third, and one 
on the fourth. Of the twelve who had not passed by January, 1932, three 
took only the first examination and did not repeat, two took one repeat 
examination, four took two repeat examinations, one took three repeat 
examinations and two only had taken the permitted limit of four repeat 
or total of five examinations. Even though the number who had not 
passed was only 2.25% of the total, ten out of twelve still had a chance 
to be admitted to the bar. It would seem from these figures that the prin- 
cipal effect of the examination is to delay admissions. 


The article published in the November, 1932, issue of The Bar Exam- 
iner entitled “California Studies the Repeater Problem” gives many 
figures which can be compared with those in the Ohio study. The Califor- 
nia figures show that in the July examination of 1929, 311 or 55% of the 
562 applicants taking their first examination passed. Of the 251 who 
failed, 66 had been admitted up to and including the February examination 
of 1932. The Ohio figures show quite a difference. In June of the same 
year, 597, practically the same number as in California, took their first 
examination. Of these, 379 or 64% passed. Of the 218 who failed, 159 
had been admitted up to and including the January examination of 1932, 
making a total of 90% passed in Ohio as compared with 67% in Cal- 
ifornia. A factor which makes the difference even more significant is that 
in Ohio those who failed in June, 1929, had only five opportunities to take 
a repeat examination while in California they had seven. Similarly, com- 
pare the August, 1930, examination in California with the July examina- 
tion in Ohio. Only 60% in California had passed as compared with 93 % 
in Ohio. 

The Ohio study covers a total of 4,312 individuals who took 6,904 
examinations during the period; 4,175 or about 72% of all the 6,904 exam- 
inations were first examinations. In addition to the 4,175 applicants 
taking their first examination, there were 137 repeaters, who took their 
first examination before June, 1926. Table 4 shows the number of per- 
sons taking each examination and the percentage of first-timers and re- 
peaters. That table shows that the summer examinations are attended 
by a much larger percentage of applicants taking their first examination 
than are the winter examinations. The repeaters make up a total of only 
15% of those taking the summer examinations as compared with 61% 
in the winter examinations. The summer examinations are taken by 
recent graduates of law schools, while about the only first timers taking 
the winter examinations are those who followed an irregular course of 
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study or who wished to make a longer review than was permitted after 
graduation if the June examination were taken. 

In several issues of The Bar Examiner there are tables entitled 
“Recent Bar Examination Results” which show the percentage of all 
applicants passed, percentage of first timers passed and percentage of 
repeaters passed in a large number of the states. Table 5 shows corre- 
sponding figures for the state of Ohio over a period of twelve examina- 
tions. 

Other figures from California may be compared with those from 
Ohio. The table printed on page 26 of the November issue of The Bar 
Examiner shows that of 1,350 applicants in California who failed on their 
first examination, only 344 or a little more than 25% passed on a repeat 
examination. Table 6 of the Ohio study tells a very different story. Of 
the 4,185 applicants taking their first examination during the period of 
the study, 3,007 or 72‘% passed the first time. Of the 1,168 who failed, 
802 or 68% passed on a repeat examination during the period. The Ohio 
study covers a period of twelve examinations while the California figures 
are for only eight examinations. 

The figures shown in the total column at the bottom of page 26, The 
Bar Examiner, November, 1932, are comparable with those of Ohio and 
indicate that the repeater has a very much better chance of passing in 
Ohio. Table 9 is a compilation of the California figures and Table 8 of 
the Ohio figures which show the percentage of repeaters passed in any 
of the possible numbers of repeat examinations. The figures above re- 
ferred to did not show how many applicants took their first examination 
in California from January, 1929, to February, 1932, but they do show 
that the number of failures was 1,350. Of the 1,350 failures, 940 tried a 
second time and only 236 or 25% passed. In Ohio, of 1,168 failures who 
tried a second time, 603 or 57% passed. In California, 3090 of the 704 who 
failed on the second attempt did not try again but of the 404 who tried a 
third time, only 76 or 14% passed. In Ohio, of the 437 who failed on the 
second attempt, 108 never tried again and 329 tried a third time. Of 
this number 127 or 39‘ passed, as compared with only 14% in California. 

Table 7 shows that of the 4,175 who took their first examination dur- 
ing the period, only 366 or about 9% had not passed up to and including 
the last examination. Of this number, only 20 or about one-half of 1% 
had been completely eliminated. Of the other 346, 128 had taken only 
one examination and were permitted four more chances; 108 had three 
more chances; 77 had two more chances; and 33 had only one more chance. 
By applying the probabilities of passing indicated by Table 8 to the number 
of examinations which can be taken in Ohio by the 346 who had not passed 
up to and including the January examination of 1932, it appears that less 
than a hundred or about 2% of them will be finally eliminated. 
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TABLE 1—RANGE OF GRADES BY FOURTH OF APPLICANTS 





Twelve examinations from June, 1926, to January, 1932, inclusive, from left to right. 
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TABLE 2—DISTRIBUTION OF APPLICANTS BY TYPE OF TRAINING INTO THE 
FOUR GRADE GROUPS BY GRADE ON THE FIRST EXAMINATION 


—Highest to Lowest Fourth— 
1 2 3 





4 
TE 4175 100 28.4 26.4 23.8 21.4 
Day Law Schools... ~spiaiaasdee 100 36.1 318 205 11.6 
Night Law Schools ae ..1778 100 22.3 23.5 26.9 27.3 
Law Office AEE ID + 100 26.3 22.2 18.0 33.5 
Combinations ....__. came, 100 24.7 20.0 25.7 29.6 
Admitted in Another State... 64 100 25.0 28.1 23.4 23.4 


TABLE 3—MORTALITY TABLE BY TYPE OF TRAINING. 


A—Perceniage passed on first examination. 
B—Percentage of failures passed on a repeat examination. 
C—Percentage not passed up to and including the examination of January, 1932. 
A B Cc 








NI nica a econo teen snannnicinainactoretomnenieeed 4175 100 72.02 68.66 8.77 





I I iia sn svccsesewnsiensieanecl 1696 100 82.07 79.30 3.71 
BN TN I ss ciciiccactsantone<cstencstesinaesaectaae 1778 100 65.75 58.45 11.42 
EEE a ae ee ee ee 167 100 61.68 59.37 15.57 
ERE Sree a eee oe RR Te 470 100 63.40 61.62 13.77 
Admitted in Another State...........00000000020.. 64 100 70.31 57.90 12.50 


TABLE 4—PERCENTAGE OF APPLICANTS IN EACH EXAMINATION WHO WERE 
FIRST TIMERS AND REPEATERS. 
A—tTotal number of applicants taking each examination. 


B—Percentage who were first timers. 
C—Percentage who were repeaters. 




















A B Cc 

RTL IEE sesssssessseeses6904 7181 2810 
no SUMMER EXAMINATIONS 
SN I a sa sca aecveiareterecncemd 4062 84.95 15.05 
June, 1926 ................ -.. PEE? 661 85.93 14.07 
NE EN jacaiesaiil 624 91.82 8.18 
IID siskchpcsescatcsnssccxsessesnacsscavesiessensistssnnsubssissesesiscsesicas 604 90.07 9.93 
NN shies o cence cia Sach dann teens nap mob epaa ae 705 84.68 15.32 
REPS eeres: nes anne errr ty arene eee ne vee: 851 $1.90 18.10 
PN: IE eicescticiscee ec saesece escent nds ieee aainleinenieciense 617 77.25 22.75 

WINTER EXAMINATIONS 
I NN i ical adeno neeraplaainnsesaneanaenuanely 1482 39.30 60.70 
CS LATTER A 276 57.97 42.03 
i nn nina aaa alae auc 191 58.64 41.36 
8. g REESE RESIS SS I e etnteeee ne esesee ses enee 297 37.71 62.29 
IS PRI cists coos ccdacans ieee miceracneatenittaraleey 365 32.60 67.40 
I I i sac hiouale cian tocncnaiincnnaiegniaonaioineaiande 311 38.26 61.74 


RT NO cope yin ic caknocsics xcs vgsuecitusec eiovstnessteas 











Saran 


hagers 









PASSED IN EACH OF THE TWELVE EXAMINATIONS. 


A—Percentage of all applicants passed. 
B—Percentage of first timers passed. 
C—-Percentage of repeaters passed. 


TABLE 5—PERCENTAGE OF ALL APPLICANTS, FIRST TIMERS AND REPEATERS, 

















A B Cc 
SUMMER EXAMINATIONS 
"re EIe esses. 80.6 84.68 55.91 
OS Ee eee OES Renee arene tee OTE 85.5 88.66 50.98 
eS RES ee cle Reet phe aia KOMEN! ee mene hs 64.7 68.75 25.00 
EEE acer eee eens Roan 57.7 63.48 26.85 
EES Le ens Se ee eee 73.2 75.04 66.23 
aume, FVGL ................ iliac tatiana pedal ae a ck ee deals 41.7 48.31 19.31 
WINTER EXAMINATIONS 
December, 1926 0200.....-0-e--ccc---o-- eset ee 6 85.34 
RI: I hacia, leas aiacssolaesnnpisenncateupcaneveckabii 59.2 76.79 34.17 
January, 1929 ............ alee ie 64.29 51.35 
| REE ee ae ene See eee ELS 48.5 52.94 45.53 
oe rere BOT ALE See Tia eee ee 53.2 58.82 48.96 
January, 1932 ........ SIRE ORR EE SE SNOT ROLES TE Ve aS . 76.3 76.47 76.33 
TABLE 6—MORTALITY TABLE BY EXAMINATIONS. 
A—Number of applicants taking first examination. 
B—Percentage of first timers passed. 
C—Percentage of failures who later passed on a repeat examination. 
D—Percentage of first timers not passed up to and including the January examination 
of 1932. 

A B C D 
see a 4175 72.02 68.66 8.77 
aa «= RS a aa eae 568 84.68 86.20 2.25 
NI I cso . 160 90.62 53.33 4.38 
June, I oi cahk cist oincccopeasish Auocvenctloas arama 88.66 64.62 4.01 
(ST: ERE oe Meroe rena ee ener . 112 76.79 46.15 12.50 
June, | ae SPE ig erate per sen enact 544 68.75 75.29 7.72 
Re creer Oa re rne nen aera 112 64.29 65.00 12.50 
June, east ara peteeuee rei ciads emcenevion 597 63.48 72.94 10.05 
| WN ark heen 119 52.94 58.93 19.32 
July, Ee ee ne 697 75.04 71.84 7.03 
III, TIN sso occ en teeet ees 119 58.82 55.10 18.49 
June, kr Se Ae eer ee 472 48.31 68.85 16.10 
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711 
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84 
31 
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TABLE 7—THE NUMBER OF EXAMINATIONS TAKEN BY THE 4175 APPLICANTS 


WHO TOOK THEIR FIRST EXAMINATION DURING THE PERIOD. 


~ 100.00% 


75.09 
17.03 
4.93 
2.01 


of 
of 
Of 
Of 
Of 
of 


Of 
Of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
Of 
Of 


-74 
.20 


4175 
1040 
329 
123 
39 

8 


940 
404 
187 
91 
38 
12 
4 





Took cne examination only 
Took two examiations only 


Took three examinations only 
Took four examinations only.............. ~ 
Took five examinations only 


—Passed— —Failed— 
3809. «91.23 2=S«—«866S*«S*«STT 
3007 72.02 128 3.07 
603 14.44 108 2.59 
129 3.09 17 1.84 
51 1.22 33 ‘19 
15 36 16 38 
4 10 4 10 


Took six examinations only.................. . 


TABLE 8—PROBABILITY TABLE FOR OHIO. 


taking the first examination, 3007 


taking a second examination, 603 
taking a third examination, 127 
taking a fourth examination, 51 
taking a fifth examination, 15 

a sixth examination, 4 


taking 


taking the first examination, 





taking a second examination, 236 


taking a third examination, 
taking a fourth examination, 


taking a fifth examination, 
taking a sixth examination, 
taking a seventh examination, 
taking an eighth examination, 


76 
19 
11 
1 
1 
0 


or 
or 
or 
or 
or 
or 


or 
or 
or 
or 
or 
or 
or 
or 


A further discussion of the Ohio survey 


number of The Bar Examiner. 


12% 


39% 
41% 
38% 
50% 


—% 
25% 
14% 
10% 
12% 
3% 
6% 
0% 


passed, 
passed, 
passed, 
passed, 
passed, 
passed, 


passed, 
passed, 
passed, 
passed, 
passed, 
passed, 
passed, 
passed, 


1168 failed. 
437 failed. 
200 failed. 
72 failed. 
24 failed. 
4 failed. 





TABLE 9—PROBABILITY TABLE FOR CALIFORNIA 


NOTE—This table is constructed from the table printed on page 26 of the Novem- 
ber, 1932, issue of The Bar Examiner. 


1350 failed. 
704 failed. 
328 failed. 
168 failed. 
80 failed. 
37 failed. 
11 failed. 
4 failed. 


will be printed in an early 





Current American Bar Broadcasts 


The series of radio addresses presented by the American Bar Associa- 


tion over the Columbia network will begin February 12 and continue each 
Sunday night from 6 to 6:30 Eastern Standard Time for fourteen weeks. 
The first four speakers are as follows: 


February 12—The American Bar, Its Past Leaders and Its Present 
Aims—President Clarence E. Martin. 
February 19—Training For the Bar—Dean Roscoe Pound. 

February 26—An Interview: A Young Man in Search of a Profession 
Asks Mr. Rogers “Shall I Become a Lawyer?” 
Assistant Secretary of State James Grafton Rogers. 


March 


5—The Lawyer’s Influence on Public Opinion — Judge 


Samuel Seabury. 
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A Directory of Bar Examiners 


ALABAMA 
Alabama Board of Bar Examiners 


Judge W. F. Dickinson, Chairman 
Opelika, Alabama 


Hon. A. J. Farrah, Dean 
University of Alabama Law School 
University, Alabama 


Hon. H. F. Crenshaw 
Bell Building 
Montgomery, Alabama 


ARIZONA 


Board of Law Examiners, State of 
Arizona 


Clifton Mathews, Chairman 
Globe, Arizona 


J. L. Gust, Secretary 
Professional Building 
Phoenix, Arizona 


Gerald Jones 
Consolidated National Bank Building 
Tucson, Arizona 


ARKANSAS 
Centra!| Bar Examining Board 


A. F. House, Secretary 
314 Markham Street 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


Lawrence B. Burrows 
Boyle Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


Thomas S. Buzbe2 
Southern Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


W. H. Donham 
Boyle Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


Malcolm W. Gannaway 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


Ector R. Johnson 
Bankers Trust Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 


CALIFORNIA 


The Committee of Bar Examiners of the 


State Bar of California 


Alfred L. Bartlett, Chairman 
A. G. Bartlett Building 
Los Angeles, California 


Dean R. Dickey, Executive Secretary 
2100 Mills Tower 
San Francisco, California 


James E. Brenner, Research Secretary 
1044 Hamilton Ave. 
Palo Alto, California 


Thos. A. J. Dockweiler 
1035 Van Nuys Building 
Los Angeles, California 


James H. Howard 
306 West Third Street 
Los Angeles, California 


John T. Pigott 
Balfour Building 
San Francisco, California 


John H. Riordan 
Balfour Building 
San Francisco, California 


George A. Sarau 
404 Citizens Bank Building 
Riverside, California 


Archibald B. Tinning 
924 Main Street 
Martinez, California 


COLORADO 


Colorado Board of Bar Examiners 
“The Law Committee” 


Wilbur F. Denious, Chairman 
830 Equitable Building 
Denver, Colorado 


G. W. Humphrey, Secretary 
Kittredge Building 
Denver, Colorado 


Fred Farrar 
Symes Building 
Denver, Colorado 


Donald C. McCreery 
1217 First National Bank Building 
Denver, Colorado 


T. E. Munson 
Sterling, Colorado 


J. Arthur Phelps 
Colorado Building 
Pueblo, Colorado 


K. W. Robinson 
603 E. & C. Bu'lding 
Denver, Colorado 








Hon, Ira C. Rothgerber 
Symes Building 
Denver, Colorado 


Fred W. Stover 
Poudre Valley National Bank Building 
Fort Collins, Colorado 


Stanley T. Wallbank 
714 Equitable Building 
Denver, Colorado 


CONNECTICUT 


Bar Examining Committee, State of 
Connecticut 


Hon. John W. Banks, President 
County Court House 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 


Wm. B. Boardman, Secretary 
Bridgeport City Trust Company Bldg. 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 


James E. Wheeler, Treasurer 
42 Church Street 
New Haven, Connecticut 


A. Storrs Campbell 
36 Pearl Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 


Warren F. Cressy 
292 Main Street 
Stamford, Connecticut 


J. Dwight Dana 
205 Church Street 
New Haven, Connecticut 


Hon. Edwin C. Dickenson 
County Building 
Hartford, Connecticut 


Hon. Thomas C. Flood 
Main Street 
Portland, Connecticut 


William W. Gager 
North and West Main Streets 
Waterbury, Connecticut 


John H. King 
Windham National Bank Building 
Willimantic, Connecticut 


Howard F. Landon 
Salisbury, Connecticut 


Samuel A. Persky 
205 Church Street 
New Haven, Connecticut 


John S. Pullman 
First National Bank Building 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 
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William H. Shields, Jr. 
Norwich, Connecticut 


Hon. Allan K. Smith 
750 Main Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 


DELAWARE 


State Board of Bar Examiners of 
Delaware 


Henry Ridgely, Chairman 
Dover, Delaware 


Frank L. Speakman, Secretary 
Equitable Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Charles B. Evans 
Citizens Bank Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Francis de H. Janvier 
Citizens Bank Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Daniel J. Layton 
Georgetown, Delaware 


Robert H. Richards 
DuPont Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Clarence A. Southerland 
Delaware Trust Building 
Wilmington, Delaware 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Committee of Examiners 
Bar of the District of Columbia 


John Paul Earnest, Chairman 
Tower Building 
14th and K Streets, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


Ralph Given, Secretary 
Sixth and D Streets, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


Walter C. Clephane 
843 Investment Building 
15th and K Streets, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


John E. Laskey 
509 Albee Building 
Washington, D. C. 


Hayden Johnson 
818 13th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


William E. Leahy 
Investment Building 
Washington, D. C. 


Charles V. Imlay 
1418 F Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


Edward Stafford 
1001 15th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 


FLORIDA 


State Board of Law Examiners of 
the State of Florida 


Hon, R. H. Chapman, Chairman 
Lake City, Florida 


G. T. Whitfield, Secretary 
Tallahassee, Florida 


Hon. E. B. Casler, Jr. 
Clearwater, Florida 


Hon. D. Niel Ferguson 
Ocala, Florida 


Hon. M. L. Mershon 
Bank of Bay Biscayne Building 
Miami, Florida 


Hon. Samuel Pasco 
Pensacola, Florida 


Hon. Claude Pepper 
Tallahassee, Florida 


Hon. H. P. Osborne 
Jacksonville, Florida 


Hon. O. K. Reaves 
Tampa, Florida 


GEORGIA 


State Board of Bar Examiners, 
Georgia 


John M. Slaton, Chairman 
Grant Building 
Atlanta, Georgia 


Joseph A. Cronk, Secretary 
Realty Building 
Savannah, Georgia 


James R. Pottle 
P. O. Box 43 
Albany, Georgia 


IDAHO 


Board of Commissioners of the 
Idaho State Bar 


William Healy, President 
First National Bank Building 
Boise, Idaho 


E. A. Owen, Vice-President 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 
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Sam S. Griffin, Secretary 
Federal Building 
Boise, Idaho 


J. F. Ailshie 
Coeur d’Alene, Idaho 


ILLINOIS 
Illinois Board of Law Examiners 


Hon. Albert Watson, President 
Mount Vernon, Illinois 


Charles L. Bartlett, Secretary 
302 North Sixth Street 
Quincy, Illinois 


James S. Handy 
230 S. Clark Street 
Chicago, Illinois 


Charles P. Megan 
1457 Conway Building 
Chicago, Illinois 


James W. Watts 
Dixon, Illinois 


INDIANA 


State Board of Law Examiners for 
the State of Indiana 


Milo N. Feightner, President 
Huntington, Indiana 


Lenn J. Oare, Vice-President 
South Bend, Indiana 


Remster A. Bingham, Secretary-Treasurer 
Circle Tower 
Indianapolis, Indiana 


Professor Bernard C. Gavit 
University of Indiana School of Law 
Bloomington, Indiana 


Judge Julian Sharpnack 
Columbus, Indiana 


1OWA 
Board of Law Examiners 


Edward L. O’Connor, Chairman 
Attorney General 
State House 
Des Moines, Iowa 


B. W. Garrett, Secretary 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
State House 
Des Moines, Iowa \ 


George W. Dawson 
Waterloo, Iowa 








Hon. James A. Devitt 
Oskaloosa, Iowa 


Hon. A. Hollingsworth 
Keokuk, Iowa 


Hon. E. D. Perry 
Des Moines, Iowa 


Hon. E. B. Wilson 
Jefferson, Iowa 


KANSAS 


State Board of Law Examiners 
State of Kansas 


A. M. Keene, Chairman 
Fort Scott, Kansas 


W. F. Lilleston, Secretary 
First Nationa] Bank Building 
Wichita, Kansas 


James V. Humphrey 
First National Bank Building 
Junction City, Kansas 


T. M. Lillard 
New England Building 
Topeka, Kansas 


Fred Robertson 
Brotherhood Building 
Kansas City, Kansas 


KENTUCKY 
Kentucky Board of Bar Examiners 


Hon. J. D. Mocquot, Chairman 
Box 63 
Paducah, Kentucky 


Judge C. C. Turner, Secretary 
Frankfort, Kentucky 


J. Pelham Johnston 
Guaranty Bank Building 
Lexington, Kentucky 


LOUISIANA 


Supreme Court Examining Committee 
for Admission to the Bar of 
the State of Louisiana 

Edwin T. Merrick, Chairman 
Canal Bank Building 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

Fred G. Hudson, Jr., Secretary 
Ouachita National Bank Building 
Monroe, Louisiana 

U. A. Bell 
Lake Charles, Louisiana 

Asahel W. Cooper 

1621 Canal Bank Building 

New Orleans, Louisiana 








Philip S. Gidiere 
United Fruit Company Building 
New Orleans, Louisiana 


Elmo P. Lee 
Shreveport, Louisiana 


John May 
Canal Bank Building 
New Orleans, Louisiana 


Benjamin B. Taylor 
Louisiana National Bank Building 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 


R. F. White 
Slattery Building 
Shreveport, Louisiana 





Stephen A. Mascaro, Assistant Secretary 
411 New Orleans Court Building 
New Orleans, Louisiana 


MAINE 
The Maine Bar Examiners 


Edward F. Merrill, Chairman 
Palmer Merrill Building 
Skowhegan, Maine 


Philip G. Clifford, Secretary-Treasurer 
95 Exchange Street 
Portland, Maine 


Bernard Archibald 
Masonic Building 
Houlton, Maine 


Oscar H. Dunbar 
Machias, Maine 


Hiram Willard 
Sanford, Maine 


MARYLAND 
Maryland State Board of Law Examiners 


Alexander Armstrong, Chairman 
1209 Calvert Building 
Baltimore, Maryland 


Jesse N. Bowen, Secretary 
Baltimore Trust Building 
Baltimore, Maryland 


F. W. C. Webb 
Salisbury, Maryland 


MASSACHUSETTS 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts— 
Board of Bar Examiners 


William Harold Hitchcock, Chairman 
601 Tremont Building 
Boston, Massachusetts 





George S. Taft, Secretary 
Slater Building 
Worcester, Massachusetts 


Charles H. Beckwith 
31 Elm Street 
Springfield, Massachusetts 


Walter Powers 
75 Federal Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 


James W. Sullivan 
23 Central Avenue 
Lynn, Massachusetts 


MICHIGAN 
State Board of Law Examiners 


G. Douglas Clapperton, Chairman 
Michigan Trust Building 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 


Fitch R. Williams, Secretary 
406 State Bank Building 
Traverse City, Michigan 


*Jay Mertz, Assistant Secretary 
Lansing, Michigan 


Clarence A. Lightner 
1603 Dime Savings Bank Building 
Detroit, Michigan 


Edmund C. Shields 


501 American State Savings Bank Bldg. 


Lansing, Michigan 


Prentiss M. Brown 
St. Ignace, Michigan 





*Address all communications to Mr. 


Mertz. 
MINNESOTA 


State Board of Law Examiners— 
Minnesota 


M. V. Seymour, President 
1116 Pioneer Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 


Oscar G. Haugland, Secretary 
1123 Metropolitan Life Building 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 


Thomas McCabe 
Torrey Building 
Duluth, Minnesota 


Charles E, Houston 
Wheaton, Minnesota 


D. L. Morse 
Blue Earth, Minnesota 








MISSISSIPPI 


The Board of Bar Admissions 


Gov. Sennett Conner, Chairman 
(Honorary) 
Jackson, Mississippi 


Judge A. J. McIntyre, President 
West Point, Mississippi 


S. E. Travis, Vice-President 
Hattiesburg, Mississippi 


W. H. Cox, Secretary 
Jackson, Mississippi 


MISSOURI 
State Board of Law Examiners 


Robert B. Caldwell, President 
McCune, Caldwell and Downing 
2000 Fidelity Bank Building 
Kansas City, Missouri 


Themas F. McDonald, Secretary 
1010 Pine Street 
St. Louis, Missouri 


R. B. Oliver, Jr. 
Oliver and Oliver 
H. & H. Building 
Cape Girardeau, Missouri 


Wallace Fry 
Fry and Hollingsworth 
Mexico, Missouri 


Waldo Edwards 
Macon, Missouri 


MONTANA 
Montana State Board of Law Examiners* 


Judge George Y. Patten, Chairman 
Commercial National Bank Building 
Bozeman, Montana 


A. N. Whitlock 
Montana Building 
Missoula, Montana 


W. T. Pigott 
Bailey Block 
Helena, Montana 


H. L. DeKalb 
Lewistown, Montana 


Rudolph Nelstead 
Miles City, Montana 





*Listed according to seniority 








NEBRASKA 
Nebraska State Bar Commission 


Walter L, Anderson, Chairman and 
Secretary 
404 Richards Block 
Lincoln, Nebraska 


Joseph B. Fradenburg 
Omaha National Bank Building 
Omaha, Nebraska 


John J. Ledwith 
Bankers Life Building 
Lincoln, Nebraska 


Charles H. Kelsey 
Norfolk, Nebraska 


Harry L. Norval 
Seward, Nebraska 


NEVADA 


State Board of Bar Examiners 
State Bar of Nevada 


P. A. McCarran, Chairman 
16 East Second Street 
Reno, Nevada 


Robert Z. Hawkins, Secretary 
United Nevada Bank Building 
Reno, Nevada 


Albert D. Ayres 
First National Bank Building 
Reno, Nevada 


Howard E. Brown 
Austin, Nevada 


M. A. Diskin 
First National Bank Building 
Reno, Nevada 


Wm. J. Forman, Jr. 
United Nevada Bank Building 
Reno, Nevada 


E. F. Lunsford 
Nevada State Life Building 
Reno, Nevada 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 


State Board of Bar Examiners 


Fred C. Demond, Chairman and Secretary 
3 Capitol Street 
Concord, New Hampshire 


Alexander Murchie 
25 Capitol Street 
Concord, New Hampshire 


Louis E, Wyman 
Merchants Bank Building 
Manchester, New Hampshire 
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NEW JERSEY 
State Board of Bar Examiners 


M. T. Rosenberg, Chairman 
1 Exchange Place 
Jersey City, New Jersey 





Rue Brearly, Secretary 
State House 
Trenton, New Jersey 


J. Henry Harrison 
810 Broad Street 
Newark, New Jersey 


F. W. Gnichtel 
Broad Street Bank Building 
Trenton, New Jersey 


NEW MEXICO 


State of New Mexico— 
Board of Bar Examiners 


M. W. Hamilton, Chairman 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 


Herbert Gerhart, Secretary 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 


Joseph L. Dailey 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 


Car] A. Hatch 
Clovis, New Mexico 


NEW YORK 
State Board of Law Examiners 


John Kirkland Clark, President 
72 Wall Street 
New York City, New York 


Philip J. Wickser, Secretary 
6 Buffalo Insurance Building 
Buffalo, New York 


Rollin B. Sanford 
120 State Street 
Albany, New York 





L. M. Benjamin, Clerk 
State Board of Law Examiners 
Albany, New York 


NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 


Hon. W. P. Stacy, Chief Justice 
Supreme Court 
Raleigh, North Carolina 


Hon. W. J. Adams 
Supreme Court 
Raleigh, North Carolina 











Hon. Heriot Clarkson 
Supreme Court 
Raleigh, North Carolina 


Hon. W. J. Brogden 
Supreme Court 
Raleigh, North Carolina 


Hon. George W. Connor 
Supreme Court 
Raleigh, North Carolina 


Edward Murray 
Clerk of the Supreme Court 
Raleigh, North Carolina 


NORTH DAKOTA 


State of North Dakota— 
State Bar Board 


Cc. L. Young, Chairman 
City National Bank Building 
Bismarck, North Dakota 


J. H. Newton, Secretary-Treasurer 
Bismarck, North Dakota 


W. A. McIntyre 
Grand Forks, North Dakota 


Cc. J. Murphy 
Grand Forks, North Dakota 


OHIO 
Standing Committee on Examinations 


Horace S. Kerr, Chairman 
22 W. Gay 
Columbus, Ohio 


Marcellus DeVaughn 
Union Trust Building 
Cleveland, Ohio 


Wm. J. Meyer 
Portsmouth, Ohio 


H. E. Garling 
Lima, Ohio 


Don J. Young 
Norwalk, Ohio 


Mrs. Susan Rebhan 
1702 Engineers Building 
Cleveland, Ohio 


William G. Pickrel 
724 Kenilworth Avenue 
Dayton, Ohio 


Harry F. Bell 
Mansfield, Ohio 


H. G. Mosier 
Guarantee Title Building 
Cleveland, Ohio 





Walter Shohl 
Cincinnati, Ohio 


OKLAHOMA 


Committee of Examiners for the 
State Bar of Oklahoma 


S. L. Wilhite, Chairman 
Anadarko, Oklahoma 


Harris L. Danner, Vice-Chairman 
Colcord Building 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 


A. W. Rigsby, Secretary 
1519 Petroleum Building 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 


A. G. C. Bierer, Jr. 
Bierer Building 
Guthrie, Oklahoma 


Felix C. Duvall 
Ponca City, Oklahoma 


Charles P. Gotwals 
801 Surety Building 
Muskogee, Oklahoma 


W. J. Horton 
McAlester, Oklahoma 


Ray McNaughton 
Mining Exchange Building 
Miami, Oklahoma 


OREGON 
Oregon Board of Bar Examiners 


Roscoe C. Nelson, Chairman 
800 Pacific Building 
Portland, Oregon 


John H. Carson 
213 U. S. National Bank Building 
Salem, Oregon 


Edgar Freed 
Mohawk Building 
Portland, Oregon 


B. A. Green 
Corbett Building 
Portland, Oregon 

Roy F. Shields 
727 Pittock Block 
Portland, Oregon 


PENNSYLVANIA 
State Board of Law Examiners 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Members of Board 
Charles H. English, Chairman 


1412 Erie Trust Building 
Erie, Pennsylvania 











Frederick B. Gerber 
York, Pennsylvania 


Hon. Roland S.. Morris 
1617 Land Title Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 


William R. Scott 
Union Trust Building 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 


James J. Powell 
Mears Building 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 





George F.. Baer Appel, Secretary 
1500 Walnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 


Miss Mathilda H. Remmert, Assistant 
Secretary 
1500 Walnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 





Examiners 
Charles P, Maxwell 


Northampton National Bank Building 
Easton, Pennsylvania 


Morris Duane 
1617 Land Title Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 


A. Evans Kephart 
Morris Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 


Clark O. Tayntor 
1412 Erie Trust Building 
Erie, Pennsylvania 


RHODE ISLAND 


State of Rhode Island and Providence 
Plantations—Board of Bar Examiners 


James C. Collins, Chairman 
1030 Hospital Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 


Chauncey E. Wheeler, Secretary 
2200 Industrial Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 


Patrick P. Curran 
1138 Hospital Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 


Fred B. Perkins 
111 Westminster Street 
Providence, Rhode Island 


John A. Tillinghast 
533 Industria] Trust Building 
Providence, Rhode Island 
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SOUTH CAROLINA 
State Board of Law Examiners 


Samuel T. Lanham, Chairman 
Spartanburg, South Carolina 


F. William Cappelmann 

Columbia, South Carolina 

(Third member for the term 1933-1935 
not yet selected) 


SOUTH DAKOTA 
State Board of Bar Examiners 


Dean Marshall McKusick, Chairman 
University of South Dakota 
Vermillion, South Dakota 


Claude Schutter, Secretary 
University of South Dakota 
Vermillion, South Dakota 


Jason E. Payne 
Vermillion, South Dakota 


Lester W. Feezer 
Vermillion, South Dakota 


Edward W. Hope 
Vermillion, South Dakota 


TENNESSEE : 
Board of Law Examiners of Tennessee 


A. B. Broadbent, President 
Clarksville, Tennessee 


R. A. Davis, Vice-President 
Athens, Tennessee 


R. I. Moore, Secretary-Treasurer 
Bank of Commerce Building 
Memphis, Tennessee 


TEXAS 


Board of Examiners for the State of 
Texas 


Judge B. H. Gardner, Chairman 
Palestine, Texas 


H. L. Clamp, Secretary 
Supreme Court of Texas 
Austin, Texas 


John H. Bickett, Jr. 
Alamo National Bank Building 
San Antonio, Texas 


Hon, J. L. Goggans 
1607 First National Bank Building 
Dallas, Texas 


J. H. Hart 
Littlefield Building 
Austin, Texas 











Hon. W. M. Sleeper 
Box 345 
Waco, Texas 
UTAH 
State Board of Bar Examiners 


S. D. Thurman, Chairman 
Irvine, Skeen & Thurman 
Room 1401, Walker Bank Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

Frank Johnson 


Kearns Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 


Otto A. Weisley 
Continental Bank Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 


Roy D. Thatcher 

First National Bank Building 

Ogden, Utah 
Ernest T. Young 

Logan, Utah 
Will L. Hoyt 

Nephi, Utah 

VERMONT 
Board of Bar Examiners* 

Edward H. Deavitt, Chairman and 


Secretary 
Montpelier, Vermont 


Robert E. Healy 
Bennington, Vermont 


Frederick G. Fleetwood 
Morrisville, Vermont 


Arthur L. Graves 
St. Johnsbury, Vermont 


Guy M. Page 
Burlington, Vermont 


Walter S. Fenton 
Rutland, Vermont 





*Listed according to seniority. 
VIRGINIA 
Virginia Board of Law Examiners 


John B. Minor, President 
Central National Bank Building 
Richmond, Virginia 


M. B. Watts, Secretary-Treasurer 
P. O. Box 868 
Richmond, Virginia 


Aubrey G. Weaver 
Front Royal, Virginia 





George H. Marshall 
Martinsville, Virginia 


James E. Heath 
Law Building 
Norfolk, Virginia 
Stuart B. Campbell 
Wytheville, Virginia 


WASHINGTON 


State Board of Law Examiners— 
State of Washington 


Dix H. Rowland, Chairman 
307 Puget Sound Bank Building 
Tacoma, Washington 


C. S. Reinhart, Secretary 
Olympia, Washington 
Thomas E. Grady 
516 Miller Building 
Yakima, Washington 
A. R. Hilen 


1308-1316 Northern Life Tower Building 
Seattle, Washington 


WEST VIRGINIA 


State of West Virginia—Board of 
Law Examiners 


Robert S. Spilman, President 
Charleston, West Virginia 


John O. Henson, Vice-President 
Martinsburg, West Virginia 


James W. Vandervort 
Third and Juliana 
Parkersburg, West Virginia 


}D. J. F. Strother 
Welch, West Virginia 


Joseph R. Curl 
Wheeling, West Virginia 





Wm. B. Mathews, Secretary 
Box 1406 
Charleston, West Virginia 


WISCONSIN 


State of Wisconsin—Board of 
Bar Commissioners 


Ferris M. White, President 
River Falls, Wisconsin 


Arthur A. McLeod, Secretary 
Supreme Court 
Madison, Wisconsin 


Robert M. Rieser 
Bank of Wisconsin Building 
Madison, Wisconsin 








Edward J. Dempsey 
The American Bank Building 
Oshkosh, Wisconsin 


John QO. Carbys 
403-4 Mitchell Building 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 


Paul N. Grubb 
Janesville, Wisconsin 


WYOMING 


State Board of Law Examiners of 
Wyoming 
Louis J. O’Marr, President 
5-7 Barr Block 
Sheridan, Wyoming 
Lloyd C. Sampson, Secretary 
300-301 Hynds Building 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 


N. R. Greenfield 
Rawlins, Wyoming 
R. H. Nichols 
306 Consolidated Royalty Building 
Casper, Wyoming 
C. A. Zaring 
Basin, Wyoming 


ALASKA 
Alaska Board of Law Examiners 
Hon, John Rustgard, Attorney General, 


Chairman 
Juneau, Alaska 


Henry Boden, President 
Bar Association, First District 
Juneau, Alaska 

John H. Dunn, Deputy Clerk 
U. S. District Court—First Division 
Juneau, Alaska 

Thomas D. Jensen, Clerk 
U. S. District Court—Second Division 
Nome, Alaska 

N. H. Castle, Clerk 
U. S. District Court—Third Division 
Valdez, Alaska 

Robert W. Taylor, Clerk 
U. S. District Court—Fourth Division 
Fairbanks, Alaska 


HAWAII 
Committee on Bar Examinations 
Urban E,. Wild, Chairman 


McCandless Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 


Hon. Harry R. Hewitt 
Attorney General’s Office 
Honolulu, Hawaii 


Heaton L. Wrenn 
Bank of Hawaii Building 
Honolulu, Hawaii 


PHILIPPINE ISLANDS 
Supreme Court 


Ramon Avancena 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 

Thomas A. Street 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 

George A. Malcolm 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 

Ignacio Villamor 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 

James A. Ostrand 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 

Antonio Villa-Real 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 

James C. Vickers 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 

John A. Hull 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 

Jose Abad Santos 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 

Carlos A. Imperial 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 

George C. Butte 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
Manila, Philippine Islands 


PORTO RICO 
Board of Bar Examiners 


Hen. Adolph G. Wolf, Chairman 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
San Juan, Porto Rico 


Hon, Felix Cordova Davila 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
San Juan, Porto Rico 


Luis Mendez Vaz 
Attorney at Law 
San Juan, Porto Rico 


Clemente Ruiz Nazario 
Attorney at Law 
San Juan, Porto Rico 


Daniel Pellon, Jr. 
Attorney at Law 
San Juan, Porto Rico 





